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Pur.si.usm 10 37 C.F.R. § 41.4 j , Applicant lesponds to the Examiner's Answer as follow?: 



< >^ t JpX j.! < l' ''iv 1 I CK A' ! i ii i ! ' u * ! ^sj t 

{U.S. 5,592,622) with Chilton {U.S. 6,418,488) and Wiikowski (U.S. 6.430,626). the Examiner 
argued that: *\ ..in the independent claims, it is claimed that 'a push engine to perform 
unsolicited transfers of the status data to the processing engines in response to the module 
collecting new status data', or similarly written processing engine, which is not taught bv the 
Appellant's specif- cation nor is the invention enabled to do such.'" 1 

Appellant contends that this line of reasoning, and the Examiner's conclusion,' are 
improper. The Examiner has neither entered a new rejection in the Examiner's Answer nor has 
the Examiner ever rejected claim'] or any other claim under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph. 
Indeed, the newly «ddcU ) 12 rejections, referred to by the examiner arc directed Us §112, second 
paragraph and are only directed to certain dependent claims."" Appellant contends that the 
nv h" Is - *. \ppel .r ^ ^au.^yidlk' pp^it » ^ i< te^p n <. a'H 



: Examiner's. Answer, page 29. 

1 "Therefore, hi view of the above aewiy added 1 12 rejection and itiierpretaaoT? as. re wliar Appelant truly teaches m 

1 { it i v III )0fl Ik U Jilft |IM I i! Isk st K t t i l 

5 "Trvrd.xe n . s ^ ,<s ^ j-c\> nevvh added 112 rejection and iPto*p!cut» > ? as vUt,r Arisdiara u,ih & ichi.* uj 
the specdscan >r hiVki, in \ tew <>f Chilton .tnd W itb>y\«ki feact the push endne - tt.insfer ot'sfaui? fntonrrutsors 
aixamstsers Answer page 30). 

The only 1 12 rejections made by the examiner were directed to § S 12. second paragraph rejection over die word 
"dews," j!id spt'C!t\vi:ij. ivviasn>e.ft H, Hi, n'.«: - .V ami . ! . nof oUtim i 
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es:ahLieen ^ ^I'a-"; J.^ci-pii^n :t;-eciu>;ii 1 ! hciekne. Utere i\ nc euablemeru isvu-.. heiev the 
Bvaixi „!-vj she bxaiurci vas a? ene-ras arguing that ^bim I wa- uo: eTiabh-d and tison ''used cu 
thai au;u;tie;i: -tr.st wi^ii'iini: \ppeihiiu\ chum i rheschne, die ex.anir.u.i mi: -a ukc Janr* i a\ 
vi.tibLxl xjJ addicv, the aivi: IjC-i n raised hy Appellant hj^ed s>u eham I and not the examines \> 
?re -J- -raai ae ! t-n ei e\i:n: 1 

Vwn i .\ >i > a dc\h s \ppv!.aj ^i'Lu "X^ i< N n * ms < i > 
au;. avn, \ppe, e,\ .o'.HCPu- t>u i ic >pe; :i <.u*>on cleaih vippous claim 1. a- -a refuted aua 
aic.;eJ h> Appelha:: and :ha: the examine? \s mte, pieuraori oi Jama > - aivnevi^ : ud v :;hoU 
• ncm I "so ^pocnwt^oij dcscnK^ 

Reieifmg .;ca;n U> HO 2. the cow to u<*ns heroin ihc s : B1 .is 
auJ m-> pu-cjs.in:: emmse- 22a 22f arc Tiovw! Ihc ^ 
nvUuk-. a c--n re! rnodme ?0 U>r she teads bns 42 auJ a pish 
en^ne rO The ^ ouuoi module 50 pea iodicai l\ oniecu r_t.en c 
wd\ ^ai.iN data and itan-T.-n-ioads aaHi 4 - dau acuj die MAC 
>l\\^ : i i : , 14". i he s.olk'ulcd ready statin dans ^ ^ 4 >nd h: a 
o| Niaiu- n, enters -s I Oie >U inck<de< ^cpaiate. regnte:s ! oi 

I .:e pt-h i.u : -nu: f--2 nuideus '-ends ihc reiiu;-, -aad.s data ovs r 'he S 
>as ■<'-! sehjdisler I'm cad* located ;n the piocc-nsng csjimf^ 22a 
.. .'i :o u' A poi,*c ie a-;iHisares Iiom logic nifcinai U» die 1 Bl 

iaus. \p;vlius!t •= pa>h c:il'c ;! x. t>1 pait <M the ! r ff'0 Hiss ImoihiLV is, V explained, the 
P'-..^h cj-:; ne 02 ^e vN ^!<ii.-s data the pieet,-su>^ onpjuc-v us K>pt>nte to eosan a*>d- U\i:u iae 
eiK\i!ai iocse ia I'Fl 3S '^h^n die puxh ciigusc s.* part ofi Kit m w-voi^t u> 

Jai>.' iuikvJ. the i:\iti,!»:ci acknc^L-d^r that 'lajli jihei areas ei the .specduauou -teae i \A 
the " : B1 eN as \% hok a tnd it- iiidnu.1s.iai paus, appeajs uansici iiiiotn.UK>:! eaK-h, acd" 
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Conirary io the examiner's reasoning, ihe push engine does not. randomly send data to 
'Jiie destination, hut rather operates in response k; sosne trig^enng cwii However, Hiai 
triggering event, as anted above, is a oommafld(s) from the FBI 38. Therefore, while the push 
engine is subordinated to the control mechanism of the module it forms part of. lite target 
recipients {namely, the processing engines) of the status data sent by the push engine do not 
themseKes solicit or request such status data from the push engine. 

Accordingly, Appellant's push engine does in fact "perform unsolicited transfers of the 
status data to tht processing engines in .response to the module collecting new status data.'" as 
required by Appellant's independent claim 1 . 

The Examiner then incorrectly and improperly miscfaaracterkes Appellant's claimed 
invention'' as corresponding to a "storage memory and/or processor, that sends status information 
to another processor." relying on col. 27, lines 44 et scq., of bCclu* and the Examiner's 
in ■ ei p f e l a i s > n \ t h a ; ' In s_ci e a/ _ t h a t the n 1 1 ;\;ue oi s-iams iufontiation from CSB to the RLE and 
HLB front a command "flush", \vhkh could be s ub stantiaiiy simil ar to die a transfer command 
that i.~ received at the push engine. " v 

in the excerpt from hfeid k; relied on by the Examiner, Jsfeld fails to describe or suggest 
the transfer of status data to processing engines such as processing engines recited in Appellant's 



51, Message liecehc Logic Block 

FIG. 39 sliovf.s the structure of the Message Receive Logic Block 410 of FK». 34, Any 
data transfer bound tor S0RAM moves through this logic. Message and ni>»- 
mess;s»e transitrs are treated differcntiy: cells which are part of ;t message transfer 
are moved iaio the SDRAM receive buffer structure, while non-message celts do not 
move into receive buffers—they are written to a specific physical SDRAM address. 
Quite a bil of the logic in this section is associated wish management of the receive 
buffers atui bus logical receive channels, 
Tbe nsajor t'msetioisai blocks are summarized as follows: 
Get., Tree but'fe 508 

Mainlaio status *>!' she double-buffered free list butter FLU Post ibus read requests 
and manage movement of data into the FLB from IKUS. Conlains free,. head.,.reg, 
?rce...ta0...reg< free. . stars., reg, and fK<e..s«*e...reg registers'. 
B«ffer..alk«5ul 

Allocate hutft rs from tin.- FLB to logical reethe channels. Rend the next sequential 
F3..B entry ami write li into the CSB along villi a zero count Odd. Maintain the 
Channel Status validity register. This module is necessarily qntte intimate with uu 
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independent claim i . Furthermore. Isfeld docs no! disclose or suggest an unsolicited transfer of 



Furthermore, as Appeilunt explained in its Appeal Brief, isle Id describes multiple 
Input/Output Processor UOP; transferring regular packets (i e., pay-load;-, hicld does not 
describe a transier, let alone describe an unsolicited transfer of status da ta . Indeed, by the 
Hammer's own admission "Isfeld does not specifically [each a module configured to collect 
^,itU"- data irou« »Se< iv.es connected i« a bus " ("hxaminer's Answer, page 7), and therefore 
Moid Jrt. 1 iji.i >W'^e uans.c-rnm; su.b data. 



k "hi'-h .( udtitt wimh ntcrts to snask i SB uUms nn did a*> thtn ai< Hushui i 
n Sntifts s aad m h <h sitccK 5*; dittk for a \ahd thannd statu- mtn betas c 
fla-hnu a nw.«as< »( SDR \M 
Ho toP ai-h *< ? 

M m » Jit iji'ctHiijj .ind th shing «) mnipkUd itte«e I>(il1»>ts < nto Ihc t>ns vet m» 
hsiS '5i< ntaund j» ^UR VM Buffi - as d status ate nwvett mi<> the so and hn s t ! >s 
huif* rs Kx v > 'j \<i Hx h> tn llu flush to bus tunc turn lh«i, tht rn buff lush 
JuiK.Jt rt s«j m it,is posiin^ reque-ts v> tht. t us and tht avtnosrt.rd fhi^rng i tin 
RLB and iliil 
Ms^ Mil tui -l>3 

Mots a h«« bus tuto tin K Bs ^ ius tin I<_B tags I\t forms rttem fdtu mt, 
Mush to' fbas 504 

RtausH R ao^wf xifoinsrrB flush to IBIS - IskJ&tof 2" Itne 11 u>u» 2?* 
bin: 5 } 



status data as recited 



in Appellant's independent claim 1. using a reasonable" interpretation of 




M»c ant x hi v i \\ >'!K! e< dl Attorney's Docket No. 10559- J 2800 

Serial No, ; 09/473.571 

Fskd : ]>ecember 28, 3999 

Page ; S 



Iter i, teucn a modi 1 ^ v.ou >jut'u i< N ,oi ci ^ > J. 
iov u uiUi* <b. eti v >.ad ics ^ UUc^*,.^ \ v. 



VYheis the current frame is being transmitted, the hardware cheeks if a new 
frame is ready for transmission by checking a next frame ready hit 
iNxtFr.mn.Rtiy} in the transmit status register XmlStat. If the bit is set, the 
new irame transmission svill begin immediately after the current frame is 
europk'teri, exeept if u sequence transmission has ;tJso been activated, in 
which ta* She sequence transmission takes priority. {Chilton, coi. 25, 
lines 34-40) 

Thus, the current frame will be transmitted if the NxtFrmmRdy is set. Nowhere does 
Chilton describe that any transfer. oftJie above status information takes- place, particularly not to 
processing engines. Rather, Chilton's status data, stored in the transmit status register, is non- 
transferable status data. Chilton, therefore, whether taken separately or in combination with 
Is-ekJ also fails to disclose or suggest: "unsolicited transfers of status data." as required by 
Appellant's independent claim 1. 

Witkovvsli, as explained in the Appeal Brief, also tails to disclose or suggest transfer of 
status data to processing engines. Witkowski merely describes thai certain signals are asserted 
when packets arc received in one of the buffers used by Witkowski\s system. 

Therefore, when the references are viewed as a whole, no combination of these 
R-ieionccs suijs^sj , gne claimed :eaUra> i>f Appelant VJahis I. 

Additionally, Appellant contends that a person of ordinary skill in the art would have no 
motivation to combine Isfekl's teaching of transfer of packets with the Chilton's teaching ot rsors. 
transferable status data to ''perform unsolicited transfers of status data to the processing cng ik>, 
as recited in chum 1. nor would the person of ordinary skill combine any of these reference \> i 
Witkowski's teaching of the non- transferable asserted signals. 
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In view of the foregoing. Appellant contends thai the Examiner faded to establish a prima 
.fade cane of obviousness for rejecting Appellant's independent claim K 9 and 28. and the claims 



RoMVi;J-;-ss: ^ Appes aru's iir'.'iinkn^ thai ihc iAanmkr has no; Rleni;fkv. 
an> jipa; <d the k-K k-r^es u-dcUik;. ihe !tnutaiH>us rn tied ji Pu^e ok nns. tho 



pai<wt.t>)ii ifiKMii on *ithi »! spi * ifii ,»ltv poi stint, otii bo* }!« unyci!;* <ti ihi 
\ ksisj-- nt l> > (h^t>n;,ui>ius thttn trtxii fht rdf- tui1hus!ws> a n '!«! 
■> *ots< <s3h <>t (U<s jb fist \piHJ!< nt s sj \st v iiwii «h<rt ' rt uittpii ins Ut-iiir<..*(Uil 

i >t .!jK\ ' v fts jwi i*> !>stut(>r* o|H» is, \*Swf is , tte})ttti as j -.tarsd iid fk' 
<>< s , nfiltHhitA<i*d tnyni (.<>»!<! t« lis vwllknoan n Jin ari iSw <i n iiifi thn uotf 

SV*'** i «oi Silt it; bio ? ttuL*3 {»ottssnts j!h<^s f jrt ai>|Mit»i, is <Slm riht t? <ib< vt 

tJK >r« i Ult- Kti4»4|)HH(ssHJi<H^«« I'WSiMf'WHv.tht <(i«'H tiMwp tMiwm 

< •« ihi 'ptt (tst <*fi>m L<ith»v , s« it t firs} t xj'tte t<> tht i< Kt<irks, isrthtr f>r«^ 
'Ju »)■>(.( u^Miniv iiHH»i>aJiM<'S it S it < .)! li sfitMsagt (1 t<n»nt('« \;j.-vtr | i«t~i 



Ai\x Id' ^ ^ x ^ sae^es " >V\ 'be 1 v trine* s'lot ' u Apoe,wV, . Lovdh 

faile-Hoc'.^ mi - (IK Ml 'h> is \ r u t note, tot o\ npo u no>Kto >. H. 
2(R J 5 Res;\ u-v o 'h'i»"ko V'wi 



- > s o\ , } \\„^ 1 1 Hu 1' \ wnnu did not or» attempt Jo 

.i idrt*s*» a r of iindtations of i lair i A3 I o o^ars/ ^ fie 

-.e.^ i 4 s lS pfv-isk j'o { Ktl'i^le n ulu L t t \k\ T Tv.v>,ru e 
N \ i ds ret'kd tn t ivt»n -* 1 \>>s v i L< Lw'k.ii^» 

^\ v esteo " ^ ')\ the ,e u ebikn ! ^ . .v it 
u ^..Kie-u l v\j^v Ms m t>ie "■,<> a. Kesj t ^e ;o I ir.\, 



Appellant's arguments were in. conformance with 37 CFR J. Ill (b). 37 C.F.R, § 1 . 104 
provides; 
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37 €FR J.i94 Nat»rs of examination. 

■h? Vttsnjficteiic^s ufrsaminet'i. anlion. Thv cxaiiiim-r's action wt!l be i:wii»i«.U- as !.<> 
a-! mailers, exwpt that in appropriate circumstance*, 'inch as iTihjwtidcr of 
it!4 (?«)i«.'i>, iuxuiamcnttti <ief«:t:H in tin: application, and the iit«:. the action of the 
{■X3n««i*r may bt- Sitniied t«s sncfi matters Sxsforc further action i;; i»a<ie. However. 
statu 1 rs oi form ami n<;l Sjc raised by the t-xaniiiier until a claim i% found allowable, 

.% Appellant noted in its Appeal Brief, the Examiner has never provided any reasons fur 
resecting claims 33-40 which were added in a reply to art outstanding Office Action. When 
presenting added new claims for examination, an applicant cannot determine a priori if such 
newly added claim;-- may be rejected by an examiner under formal and/or prior art grounds. 
Rather, upon the presentation of new claims, it is incumbent upon the Examiner to provide a 
complete examination pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §1,104 and was thus incumbent on the examiner to 
consider -hose newly added claims and take action that the Examiner considered appropriate. 

With respect to the Examiner's contention that it is not specifically slated in the 
specification what "multiple multi-threaded engines" are; Appellant contends that the Examiner 
must apply the plain meaning to the words hi the claims.'"' The plain meaning of "multiple 
rnuhi - threaded engines" is 'more than one multi-threaded processor." The Examiner's concerns 
about not being able to determine what "multiple multi-threaded engines" are, therefore, in error. 

Appellant further contends thai, in any event, independent ciaun 33, which recites 
"collect status data of at least, one media access device via a bus, the status data indicating 
whether the at least one media access device has received packet data; and perform a transfer. 

iim 5 v v. \ I i v , t I'lK/in^r. uaj .cn > at 'ea^ i p'^ >'i t - is 

data stored in the at least one register of the interface to at least one register of the multiple 
mutt I -threaded programmable processing engines." is patentable over the cited art for reasons 
similar to those provided herein and in the Appeal Brief with respect to independent claims 1, 9 
and 2B. Claims 3-; -40, which depend from independent claim 33. are patentable for at least the 
same reasons as independent claim 33. 
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i % <v \; v vppellant's arguments that no motivation exists for combining Bbrahim 
,|. s ^ Oul)t,iisiw -T S. i>-U N cC>} ana Wuk^sNU. the Kan-uv- siaku' 



Tin !ii«ti>>tii(.!i h» 1\k Vi-i«Ji»i t{u»t t>i Ki>iai»im .nuJ OtjJle<tae b<" tnrfh« r 
sssi(icivt<XK3 ^iicii iiiiorrs ,Uu>n is ailhvied ami tr.msmitii><1 autOHMitt^U* in 
u»}m>wm h v if lofidition it wuulii he a fasier tiafKftif -moh oi j»i<»Tti.iti<>t: -nn 
thw ! !*i ti<^t i» n-qisfst miorniJlwn )n«ni ;» doi»> or fM-tnun in (fi-kt U> sccmr 

mirtTHWiH-n. ii vs.RiSii ix- niuk r\t-s<xi th<t? wiiei i»J<>rtuatit>» v> \<ai mik a 
inO r h ;x sti.jM>fi t si ytMxifi tot >u<5 am m-til (or <t rtxfins?. It rf3~<f m>K(i Si»->t 
fiitliiiiu: hsjoj sstati-iri .*}-na »k a -ureHWfrtN <fs» i««it<} in (jmSU djit- coifid ix u\«i t<) 
im<$ s iisi^ <>s M.Uto >>i it iScvia or jjoriH'ii oi « <U -.ill- am! (is ^iirk U>mI i-r 
U!|j,!!>(l!t\. i'»<a(npk\ tHitfjuJi mt'owr* io stote ini>it motion or if fraB>n»ssKm ur 
haUif s fi< - art. Uil\ !i!it! nothissg ens hi fr<tiv4VrrM, ti \atnimr*- \«-»tf\ ->a<;e- *2- 



b» -Juu) ss .:aixk=u ouiknsiiu nodo\ w i;h iutofiace- tl\U tiansu-ii Jat:i l v r i 
ard ,b .Np'a.tkv jn !l,m,^ \ppi\i) Buef, (hidedce dt'sa'Po- a Vvs-o°vJ\r aa in a ( wi ^ 
<-.u!k>c^ h^U-sx mjum^v A\,ul ttx t|tulil\ oi von -a- o^Vi :rn, os b> iUh r<nJ ha^\Us < i 

!to\i>C' u> OMih-iU. \ppci;.,iii v-onti'iuK o pcvNOi! oi .«din.H> 'kd; \) 'J:c a: v.>> < , \\,: 

sip'u's'i Cv. k : lok-phnno ^anl'-o ^.ir ! ; hudLii teadsitii.' <A i.^i ra;e ijoiw «u« 



Ai.. i,y \ . \p.\ Mamnis lk.it tiiv b ^anln■)0; ^a-iosi i.^ t'-Mb.tsI) ^ • 
ca><: oi .oj^i --a : ^ N : u>K\!ii!i. trdependcut ^Lrtn H and if-, dvpindcrt plains - 



^ , 2> „ > aad >1 
R.. vponJini; ■ -\ppcJa : v\ ap'i^jKn^ that an 'snUvedckf ba^s cv.M^ lo; the t c t : ti "the 



V , io ItSv" f«M tSi .i!s;i!JS!<,l!«, U f X^JX'iSii h! \ tf.SURS StUtt !«i <\li .u ■ (ibices, it is 

isixK.i! s! Shi. ^Jix'tiaisi s<- dtfimp»sng t« hrins; i» itjothct, -i>jiar.rt- ,md 'KstmcL 

i!i'>n- .!■• ii> tiaif!! 1 - nii n(K>ncd Mro\i . tb> rehire is tjeintf ! ptt tcti Uwi 

iht*ri .six 5>M' "m'!^" oi vac it , )!ii> ' ii vcftJt .itecvi dniooN* Siss oflus 

haw; ji -! Vi^iits' . hi if it- VpjieUantN .tmi'iHimi ni attvt fin.ii it va-iitwr t!«i i 1 
« ouh >ma» ii> tt-.Kh ' jixJw .Hit,^ 1 - cfin i^" lint \w> ihi-i e is usth osk « I oi 
v^i ,ki\ that as e prcttnJ. not t»o < o»iti ps'i Moii\ij ix iniorpieti-'i. J\,iH)if!er\ 
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In its reply to the Final Action, Appellant nought to clarity my alleged iiKicfinitcucss by 
adding the wording "media access" before the word "devices" Hi the above -mens toned claims. 
Use Examiner, however, did not cuter those amendments.'" 

Nevertheless, Appellant contends thai it is clear from the language of" die above -identified 
claims thai "devices" refers to the "media access devices" recited in the claims from winch the 
above claims depend. A claim is indefinite when it contains words or phrases whose meaning is 
unclear. 1 '' There exists but one recitation of "devices" in each of independent claims i . 9 arid J? 8. 
namely "media access devices." Thus, the subsequent recitation of "devices" in claims 
depending from those independent, claims clearly refers to the "media access devices" recited in 
claim I . Appellant contends that the meaning of ''devices" appearing in the rejected claims is 
reasonably ascertainable by one skilled in ihe an as a short-hand expression for the more 
cumbersome "media access devices." 

it is well settled that the failure to provide explicit antecedent basis for terms does not 
always render a claim indefinite. If the scope of a chum would be reasonably ascertainable by 
•hose skilled in the art, then The claim is not indefinite. Energizer Holdings Inc. e /;?/'/ Trade 
Coinm 435 F.3d 1366, 77 USPQ2U 1625 (Fed. Cir. 2006) (holding that "anode gel" provided 
by implication the antecedent basis for "zinc anode"}; Ex pane Porter, 25 USPQ2d I 144, 1 145 
(Bd, Pat,. App. Sc. Inter. 1992) ("controlled stream, of fluid" provided, reasonable antecedent basis 
for "the controlled fluid"). 

Therefore, contra* ^ \ t l I \ «n .»ei - vcmeuun cla.ne> ! ^ It 14 2 2* uud 31 are 
not rendered indefinite h rr "Tv reenrn medrt acces- ;r ™mn ofc "cc v sce^ 

Claim i 39 

Responding to the A^peiun <- aigumeV i t e t « seen riot *h e < o, e vi. \ , \ es- 
device comprises mult-ple ev \\i ce^ cJOmu 1 ,s 'k\ corn < i ,o*\ v\tm £ e - lu,> ' ; < 'f.„ te,.<T 
"at least one media aecc,-* cos ,>-,.. t.K Lxammoi Mated. 

! " Although entry of Amendments after filial are at the discretion of thee<ca*nmcr. cfcarly thusc oireeied to renvsin^ 
minor ioforroaiitjes and simplifying issues on apjxsil as that onv sought to do shouki be enterablc by the examiner 



^ t*>Mt ,i <t>Hktit ti sitiS sttfi! tin! iht v t* tht. VppeSi. U<i> ntdduS tlx, 
v <a*s\ ^j«"i T> > *«> K <.<>at < tfiU* i> »i !h< )ftt » nrprit itsotj Hurt ,<iiit i« *k 
«ia{!sjilt 1) is tgutti iii u .1} k,i J oiu um!<i fn s ml tl m <Mst. Iml n sdiJ i«» ix 
in. 0 Uu \iijHi!.iut utitiKfti* u> Liiv ithiJ 2 li >m ufci Hrt loiKraffai ti>otiP 
,n$< ^v!,Hi<>!! } i <. »i-< m \\ ihi t w««kf Si,m fo in two \\\s Ui 5 nh unatr (»uitti>ti 
ibxamsiuirs Answer. psti>« 35 s 



\| 'V , s> u\\ Kt x f0< ., 0.1 O. e \U ^ s . G.UCUCJ t 1 10V C 1' 1 OPls < i,0 
1 ' i <, vis" t S'.Viv. V00 Jvu^U'V'u SfVt'tK 'U <-J,S .! x OUV tO. C 01 ' >< 1 5 0 1'^ 

I ^ ' .> c l.aW-vv.SsdOVLO 

\.okos,<s "'iol ^..pmv !>j s ontemnn 'ha. the (..a* c ..us.^c .u J u .a. <m\ \<L! 
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Responding the Appellant's arguments regarding the language '"the status data of 
nnnupk' media access devices is stored in a single one of (he at leas! one register oi the 
interlace." the Examiner stated: 
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register". Wtmid tisBi mean it is i*»{y one register or there is ofsiy a single siattss data 
stored tti one register, ttrnttioie registers, etc. AppdSam: still has «s claritied what is 
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The plain and ordinary meaning of die language recited in claim 40 is that: in those 
embodiments to which claim 40 is directed, the status data of media access devices is stored in a 
Mn*k ;egister. in contrast, for example, in some of embodiments of claim 33, from which claim 
40 depends, the status data of media access devices may bo stored in multiple registers, as 
pro\ kled by the language "at least one register." Appellant's notes that the language "at. least 
ultt. 'vtn ;; cr" includes one register or multiple register, and that claim -It) merely seeks to 
d-.itne.;te the .situations in which only one register is used to siore status data oi" media access 
>L\ko\ Accordingly, Appellant submits that the recitation, "die status data of multiple media 
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Respectfully submit ted. 
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